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Presentation Notes
Research-based Questions
50 years of contributing to the research literature 
Comprehensive Survey Instruments
A broad scope allows for shifts of focus not tied to one particular theory but allows for multiple theories as we learn from previous research
Comparative Information 
Benchmark against peers and aspiration groups
Longitudinal Design 



 Understand the experiences of target populations to 
diminish inequity and improve experiences 
 

 Need to know more about creating the conditions to 
optimize engagement and desired diversity outcomes 
 
 

 Reviewed 90+ previous instruments used to assess 
diversity and campus climate 
 

 Built on previous models of the environment, 
multiple contexts of student experience 
 

 Developed a survey that linked climate (perceptions               
and behaviors) and practices (what institutions do)               
with student outcomes 
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From: 
Sylvia Hurtado, Lucy Arellano, Marcela Cuellar, Chelsea Guillermo Wann
Diverse learning environments: Survey instrument: Introduction and Select factors




 Part of larger mixed methods project 
 Site visits 
 Administration of DLE instrument 
 Advanced research methods and climate 

assessment training at UCLA 
 Simultaneous development of MMDLE – Multi-

Contextual Model for Diverse Learning 
Environments  

 National Student Clearinghouse data to study 
retention, combined with TFS data 
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“links campus climate for diversity to educational practices and learning outcomes for the 21st century, and is a tool that can guide researchers and practitioners who are engaging institutions in transformational change (Hurtado, Alvarez, Guillermo-Wann, & Arellano, 2012)

By doing these simultaneously…checking against each other. Focus groups with faculty, staff and students on the campus. Modifications to instrument. Existing surveys as a guide.

Pilot tested the initial instrument with a broad range of students (both involved and not on campus) at Santa Ana College and the University of Denver.

Focus groups: Students provided feedback on what was missing, confusing, what resonated with them
Guided development 

Modifications after feedback

Factors: Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses

The factor analysis process followed Byrne’s (2008) sequence. First, the team examined descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis for distribution normality. Missing data were not replaced, nor were data weighted. Pearson correlations were also monitored for strong relationships between variables that might measure distinct latent factors (Harman, 1976). For potentially “new” factors that had not yet been validated in previous quantitative research (e.g. validation), exploratory factor analysis was performed first with principal axis factoring and varimax rotation. Items were removed if their loading was below .35. Factors that appeared conceptually and mathematically plausible were retained; those that were conceptually but not mathematically sound were identified as Diverse Learning Environments 61 themes. Next, for all potential factors, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted in EQS software. As Hurtado, Cuellar, and Guillermo-Wann (2011) recount, Factor analysis in general explains the correlations or covariances between observed variables and unobserved latent factors (Bollen, 1989). In conducting CFA, we specify a model with latent factors hypothesized to fit the data and then use the technique to confirm the model; therefore the technique requires some a priori knowledge about the data structure and is appropriate for measures developed from a strong theoretical foundation (Bollen 1989; Byrne, 2008). Several model fit indices together indicate whether or not the data fit the hypothesized factor structure and measurement, with cutoffs for the comparative fit index (CFI) close to .95, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) close to .06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and the normed fit index (NFI) close to .95 (Bentler & Bonnett, 1980; Hu & Bentler, 1999). To test the hypothesized model, the covariance matrix … was analyzed using robust maximum likelihood (ML) estimation [when appropriate], which corrects for non-normality in the data (Yuan & Bentler, 2007). The hypothesized models were adjusted based on model fit and statistical modification indices coupled with theoretical justification. (p. 59) Factors were then rescaled 0 to 100 with a mean of 50. These statistical procedures were undertaken in validating the DLE factors for the entire sample as reported in Section I. 
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POLL: How many of you have seen this framework before?
Initially presented in Enacting Diverse Learning Environments.
Emerged from a review of the literature 
Utilizing this framework, within the institutional context, there are 4 dimensions to the campus racial climate.
 Historical legacy of a campus whether it is (was) inclusive or exclusive.
 Compositional or structural diversity including the make-up of the students all the way through faculty. (numbers)
 Psychological climate includes the impact of discrimination and perceptions of the campus by students: for example whether it be hostile or welcoming. (how people feel)
 Some examples of the behavioral dimension include involvement with student organizations, social interaction, and campus race relations.  (interaction) Also, institutionally-sponsored practices also fall into this dimension.  As we will later see, these include such practices as an inclusive curriculum, and formalizing safe spaces for marginalized students.
While these four aspects are within the control of an institution, there are also external forces acting upon the campus racial climate such as government policies and the sociohistorical context.  After all, colleges and universities do not exist in vacuums and are very much influenced by external environments.

From: 
Sylvia Hurtado, Lucy Arellano, Marcela Cuellar, Chelsea Guillermo Wann
Diverse learning environments: Survey instrument: Introduction and Select factors
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Survey development was based on research on diverse student populations which led to a framework

Campus should link climate with actual programs and practices, and student participation in educational activity associated with diversity




 Integrated assessment of climate, 
diversity practice, and outcomes 

 Inclusive of diverse social identities 
 Factors 
 Longitudinal, or encourage its use linked 

with other student data 
 Widely available 
 Modules targeting specific topics 
 New for 2015 
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 Classroom Climate 
 

 Transition to the Major 
 

 Intergroup Relations 
 

 Spirituality (new for 2016) 
 

 Climate for Transfer at 2-Year Institutions 
 

 Climate for Transfer Students at 4-Year         
Institutions 



 Addition of limited set of questions addressing 
“unwanted sexual contact” 
 Follow-ups regarding incapacitation, physical 

force 
 Disclosure questions 

 Agnostic and atheist options for religious 
preference 

 Additional race/ethnicity options 
 Reasons for considering dropping out 

 
 



 2015 Diverse Learning Environments Survey 
 26 institutions 
 11 California 
 15 Non-California 

 19,580 students  
 10,210 at California institutions 
 9,370 at non-California institutions 

 Analysis 
 Frequencies & Crosstabs 
 Group comparisons 
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CA non-CA 

First generation 23.4% 18.0% 

American Indian, non-Hispanic 0.1% 0.4% 

Asian, non-Hispanic 12.2% 4.3% 

Black, non-Hispanic 3.5% 8.2% 

Hawaiian, non-Hispanic 0.3% 0.1% 

Hispanic  32.4% 7.6% 

White, non-Hispanic 34.3% 64.2% 

Two or more races, non-Hispanic 7.3% 4.9% 

Unknown 9.9% 10.4% 

Transfer students 35.5% 23.8% 
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CA non-CA 
Since entering this college, have you: 

Taken a course from another institution 
while taking classes here 18.6% 12.0% 
Taken a summer course at another 
college 21.5% 15.8% 

Not including this college, have you taken 
any classes at a: 

2-year or community college 84.2% 63.6% 
4-year institution 22.3% 41.4% 
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To complete my degree quicker

To have a more convenient class schedule

The location was more convenient

Felt like I didn't fit in at my college

Had money problems and could no longer afford to
attend college

Had family responsibilities

non-CA CA

 In deciding to take courses at another institution or when considering transferring, 
how important were each of the following reasons? (% Very important or Essential) 
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 Have meaningful and honest discussions 
about race/ethnic relations outside of 
class 

 Goal: Helping to promote racial 
understanding 

 Make an effort to get to know people from 
diverse backgrounds 

 Have experienced discrimination based on 
race/ethnicity 

 
 
 

 
 



 Agree that their campus has a lot of racial 
tension 
 

 Have experienced discrimination based on 
gender 
 

 Report unwanted sexual contact 
 

 
 
 

 
 



 Further subgroup analyses 
 Freshman survey data for longitudinal analysis 
 Experiences of transfer students 

 
 New for 2016 
 Social identity question added to the core 
 Added distinction between unwanted sexual 

contact and sexual assault 
▪ Timing, official complaint, satisfaction with outcome 

 Spirituality module 
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TCC project so maybe we’ll have entering data for these students as well…some way to connect the two.
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